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ABSTRACT
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT AND SURVEY
RESPOSNE RATE WITH UNION MEMBERSHIP AS A MODERATOR
by Alexandra M. de la Rocha
Research has examined the benefits of having an engaged workforce. One way of
measuring employee engagement is through organizational surveys. Survey response
rate represents voluntary participation behavior and may be an outcome of employee
engagement. However, research has not examined survey participation behavior as an
outcome of employee engagement or factors that might influence this relationship. Thus,
the purpose of the present study was to examine the relationship between dimensions of
employee engagement (vigor, dedication, and absorption) and survey response rate at the
aggregate level and to examine how this relationship varied as a function of percentage of
union membership. Analyses were conducted for small and large groups because they
had different work environments. The researcher found that there was a significant
positive relationship between aggregate employee engagement levels and survey
response rate. Moreover, this relationship was stronger for large groups than small
groups, suggesting that group size influences the relationship between aggregate
employee engagement and survey response rate. Regarding the moderating effect, union
membership influenced the relationship between dedication and survey response rate only
in small groups. These findings suggest that in small groups, the percentage of union
membership in a group influenced the relationship between a strong sense of pride and
personal accomplishment and survey response rate.
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Introduction
In recent research and organizational surveys, employee engagement has emerged
as an important construct of interest. According to Modern Survey (2013),
approximately 13% of today’s workforce is fully engaged, whereas 27% of employees
are disengaged at work. The remaining 60% of employees are under and moderately
engaged. This means that the majority of today’s workforce is not engaged. Employee
engagement has been found to be predictive of organizational outcomes, such as
productivity, safety, retention, and customer satisfaction (i.e., Cowart, Crowell, & Kaye,
2013; Gallup, 2012). According to Gallup (2002), actively disengaged employees pose a
threat to companies because these employees act consistently against everything at work.
Most importantly, actively disengaged employees engage in behaviors that erode the
beneficial actions and attitudes of engaged employees (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter,
2001). Engaged employees exhibit more energy, experience a state of deep concentration
with their work, and engage in extra-role behaviors. Thus, one possible outcome of
employee engagement is survey response rate because it represents an aggregate of
voluntary employee behaviors. Survey response rate is defined as the number of
completed surveys divided by the number of eligible responding units in a sample
(Skalland, 2011; Wiseman, & Billington, 1984). Survey response rate is important
because it ensures the representativeness of a sample in a population and the validity of
survey results (i.e., Gobo, 2004; Hinkin & Holtom, 2009; Tomaskovic-Devey et al.,
1994). However, the relationship between employee engagement and survey response
rate has not been examined. Furthermore, factors that may influence the relationship
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between employee engagement and survey response rate have not been examined. The
relationship between psychological predictors and behavioral outcomes may be
moderated by union variables (Bulger, 2001). In industries with unionized workers,
engagement levels, survey response rates, and the influence of union membership are
topics of particular interest. Therefore, the main goal of the present study was to examine
the relationship between employee engagement and survey response rate and to examine
how that relationship varies as a function of union membership.
Employee Engagement
Kahn was one of the first researchers to examine the construct of engagement.
According to Kahn (1990), personal engagement is defined as “the harnessing of
organizational members’ selves to their work roles” (p. 694). Kahn’s engagement is
comprised of the simultaneous investment of an individual’s physical, cognitive, and
emotional energy in active job performance. Within Kahn’s theory, engaged employees
display behaviors that portray some combination of their self and obligatory roles. The
self-role refers to an individual’s personal life (self-expression, creativity, and ideas),
whereas the obligatory role refers to the role that an individual must fulfill at work.
Engaged employees are physically involved in tasks, cognitively attentive, and
emotionally aware of their thoughts, feelings, values, and beliefs.
Although Kahn presented a theoretical model, the term engagement was never
distinctly operationalized in that exact dimensions of engagement were not identified or
defined. However, the construct of employee engagement has been operationalized in
other studies. In particular, Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker (2002)
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sought to operationalize the dimensions of employee engagement. Schaufeli et al. (2002)
defined, employee engagement as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (p. 74).
The first dimension of employee engagement, vigor, is defined as having high
levels of energy, willingness to exert effort, and having mental resilience and persistence
in one’s work (Schaufeli et al., 2002). A distinct characteristic of vigor is that engaged
employees are willing to go above and beyond when completing their work. Moreover,
engaged employees feel energized by their work, have better mental resilience when
performing tasks, and view work difficulties as a challenge.
The second dimension of employee engagement, dedication, is defined as having
strong involvement, enthusiasm, pride, and a sense of significance (Schaufeli et al.,
2002). Dedicated employees experience a strong sense of involvement both cognitively
and affectively. Moreover, their behaviors reflect strong involvement in work-related
and other company-related activities, such as volunteering, company events, and guestspeaker seminars. Engaged employees may also affectively and cognitively feel a sense
of pride in the work they do and in the company they work for. Additionally, engaged
employees feel that the work that they do is important and significant.
Lastly, the dimension of absorption is defined as a state of deep concentration and
a state of being deeply engrossed in one’s work (Schaufeli et al., 2002). An engaged
employee experiencing absorption has a persistent state of deep concentration in which
time seems to pass quickly. During this state of absorption, it can become difficult to
remove oneself from work. While completing work, an engaged employee experiences a
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clear state of mind with effortless concentration and a sense of complete control.
Furthermore, an engaged employee feels enjoyment when completing work-related tasks.
This study adopts the definition of employee engagement proposed by Schaufeli et al.
(2002).
Outcomes of Employee Engagement
Research has examined the relationship between employee engagement and
organizational outcomes. Employee engagement has been found to be positively related
to organizational outcomes, including customer loyalty/satisfaction, productivity, safety,
and retention (Harter, Schmidt, Killham, & Asplund, 2012).
Customer loyalty and satisfaction. Researchers have found that customers had
higher customer engagement levels when they were serviced in departments with
employees with high levels of engagement (Bates, 2004). Talent Management examined
employee engagement and had similar findings: when engagement levels rose
approximately 30%, client satisfaction rates rose approximately 16% for the enterprise
(Cowart, Crowell, & Kaye, 2013). Other researchers have also examined whether
employee engagement could predict customer satisfaction. Gallup (2012) found that top
quartile companies with engaged employees had 10% higher customer satisfaction scores
than bottom-quartile companies.
Productivity. In looking at the effect of employee engagement on productivity at
the organizational level, researchers found that top-quartile companies with highly
engaged employees had 21% higher productivity than bottom-quartile companies
(Gallup, 2012). The Gallup organization studied 89 companies and compared top
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quartile and bottom quartile engagement levels and found that companies in the top
quartile had 2.6 times higher earnings per share than those in the bottom quartile (Ott,
2007). Additionally, companies with highly engaged employees have experienced higher
returns for shareholders (Irvine, 2009).
In a case study, Gallup examined whether employee engagement could predict
productivity (i.e., net sales and return on investment). Employee engagement
significantly predicted productivity such that productivity increased as employee
engagement increased. For the company in the study, net sales increased by 300%, and
the company had a 600% return on investment (Robison, 2006).
In addition to profitability at the organizational level, researchers have examined
the effects of employee engagement on productivity at the individual level. Rich, LePine,
and Crawford (2010) examined the relationship between job engagement and job
performance. They also examined antecedents (i.e., value congruence, perceived
organizational support, and self core-evaluations) of job engagement. The researchers
found that job engagement significantly mediated the relationships between antecedents
and task performance; employees who had higher value congruence perceived more
organizational support and higher core self-evaluation had higher engagement scores,
which, in turn, led to better performance.
Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs). Research discussed in the
previous section examined productivity at the organizational level (e.g., earnings per
share and net sales) and at the individual level (i.e., job performance). Continuing with
predictors at the individual level, researchers have examined the relationship between
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employee engagement and OCBs. Rich et al. (2010) found that job engagement mediated
the relationship between three antecedents (value congruence, perceived organizational
support, and core self-evaluations) and organizational citizenship behaviors. Employees
who reported high value congruence, perceived greater organizational support, and had
high core self-evaluations had significantly higher engagement scores, which led them to
perform more OCBs.
Positive employee attitudes. Employee engagement has also been found to be
predictive of positive attitudes, such as pride and confidence in the future. In particular,
Modern Survey (2013) conducted a survey on employee engagement, organizational
capabilities, and organizational direction. Participants (N = 1,000) included a sample of
U.S. employees who worked full-time, were 18 years or older, and worked for
organizations with over 100 employees. Industries included in the study were financial
services, heavy manufacturing, health care, government, light manufacturing, retail trade,
education, and business services. The researchers found that engaged employees had a
greater willingness to refer the company to others, had a higher sense of pride, and had a
higher sense of future and were more inspired by their company than disengaged
employees.
Retention, absenteeism, and shrinkage. Researchers have also examined the
effect of engagement on employee retention, absenteeism, and shrinkage (Cowart,
Crowell, & Kaye, 2013; Gallup, 2012; Modern Survey, 2013). In its study, Talent
Management found that as employee engagement rose approximately 30% and turnover
rates dropped approximately 15% for the enterprise (Cowart et al., 2013). More
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specifically, researchers have examined differences between engaged and disengaged
employees (Gallup 2012; Modern Survey, 2013). For example, Modern Survey (2012)
found that engaged employees had greater intent to stay with the company than
disengaged employees, with 47% of disengaged and 18% of under-engaged employees
actively looking to leave the company. Gallup (2012) also found that engaged employees
exhibited 37% less absenteeism, 25-65% less turnover, and 28% less shrinkage.
Summary
Research has shown employee engagement to be a predictor of many
organizational outcomes. In particular, employee engagement has been found to be
positively related to customer satisfaction, positive attitudes about an organization (e.g.,
pride and optimism about the future), productivity, OCBs, safety, and retention.
Employee engagement has also been found to be negatively related to absenteeism and
shrinkage. Thus, it is important for organizations to assess employees’ level of
engagement in the workplace. One way of measuring or assessing employee engagement
is through regularly scheduled organization-wide surveys. In the next section, I will
discuss organizational surveys and the importance of survey response rate. I will also
discuss predictors of survey response rate (i.e., administration method, demographic
variables and psychological variables).
Survey Response Rate
Organizational surveys. Organizational surveys have become common practice
in many organizations. Organizational surveys are important because surveys provide
mutual benefits for both organizations and employees. By administering a survey, an
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organization receives feedback critical to identifying issues with the organization’s
functioning. By participating, employees are given the opportunity to influence change
in the organization by providing honest feedback about the organization and their work
environment (Saari & Scherbaum, 2011). According to Sugheir, Coco, and Kaupins
(2011), administration of organizational surveys is a common practice, typically done at
least every two years. In their meta-analysis, they found that the majority (58.1%) of
organizational surveys were administered at least once a year.
Organizations conduct surveys to quantitatively measure specific aspects of an
organization as it relates to employee experience and the workplace (Church &
Waclawski, 2007). Examples of organizational employee surveys include attitude,
opinion, satisfaction, and engagement surveys (Church & Waclawski, 2007; Wyse,
2012). Other organizational surveys also measure behaviors, performance, and processes
(Church & Waclawski, 2007).
Many changes have been made to organizational surveys, especially through the
use of technology. Examples include the administration of organizational surveys online
and the linkage of employee surveys to organizational data. In particular, Saari and
Scherbaum (2011) identified three types of surveys used by organizations: identified
surveys, temporarily-identified surveys, and non-identified surveys. Identified surveys
collect and retain unique identifying information of individual employees and link this
information to their survey results. Employees’ unique identifiers to survey results
remain intact for future use. Temporarily-identified surveys identify employees by their
unique identifying information only at the time of administration or for a short period of
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time following survey administration. The key difference between these two types of
surveys is that employee responses can be identified using identified surveys, whereas
employee responses using the temporarily-identified surveys are anonymous. The
historically common method of collecting surveys is through non-identified surveys in
which no identifiers are linked to employee responses and demographic information is
collected within the survey itself.
Definition of survey participation and response rate. Past research has
examined the concepts of employee voice and participation in the organization (e.g.,
Budd, Gollan, & Wilkinson, 2010). Employee voice refers to expression of
dissatisfaction at the individual, organizational, management, and employee-employer
relationship levels. Employee participation occurs through many channels, including
direct interactions between managers, peers, employees, membership of formal
institutions, and organizational surveys (Budd et al., 2010). In particular, research has
examined employee voice and participation with regard to union-represented employees.
Through the emergence of labor unions in United States in the late 19th century,
employees have been given a channel to voice their opinions and the potential to shape
company polices regarding compensation, benefits, and productivity (Budd et al., 2010).
Although organizational surveys are useful tools for measuring feedback from
employees, the quality of the information gathered in organizational surveys depends on
survey participation. Survey participation refers to an individual’s decision to partake in
a survey (Mertler, 2003). In aggregate, individual survey participation results in a survey
response rate, which is defined as the number of completed surveys divided by the
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number of eligible responding units in a sample (Skalland, 2011; Wiseman, & Billington,
1984).
In an organizational setting, researchers have found survey response rates to be as
low as 53% (Tomaskovic-Devey, Leiter, & Thompson, 1994). Some major concerns
related to low survey response rate are the representativeness of the sample used in the
survey and non-response bias (Gobo, 2004; Hinkin & Holtom, 2009; Tomaskovic-Devey
et al., 1994). Sample representativeness refers to having a sample that mirrors, and has
survey results generalizable to, the population of interest (Gobo, 2004). Non-response
bias refers to systematic (i.e., non-random) error that occurs when survey participants
purposely do not take a survey. Non-response bias is a concern because it leads to a nonrepresentative sample, which poses a threat to the validity of a survey (TomaskovicDevey et al., 1994).
Predictors of Participation and Survey Response Rate
Survey methodology. There are many factors that can influence survey
participation and response rate. In particular, one factor that affects survey response rate
is the survey administration method. In an organizational setting, surveys are commonly
administered via mail, internal mail, in-person, email, phone, and web. Research has
demonstrated survey response rates to be as high or higher when survey administered
electronically compared to traditional mail surveys (Baruch, & Holtom, 2008).
Manfreda, Berzelak, Vehovar, Bosnjak, and Haas (2008) conducted a metaanalysis to determine whether survey administration method (web-based survey or
alternative survey modes) affected survey response rate. Alternative survey
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administration methods examined were mail, telephone, fax, email, and other.
Researchers found that web-based surveys had 11% lower survey response rates than
other modes of survey administration. These findings are contradictory to what Baruch
and Holtom (2008) found. However, it is important to note that studies included in the
meta-analysis by Manfreda et al. included empirical studies with surveys administered to
the general population, organizations, education, and army, whereas Baruch and Holtom
examined empirical studies with surveys only administered in organizations.
Methodological factors that affect survey response rate include survey length,
repeated mailings, and delivery method of further contact. Heberlein and Baumgartner
(1978) found that initial survey response rate, survey length, salience of a topic, special
third contact, and number of follow-up contacts explained 90% of variance in final
survey response rate. In particular, survey length, special third contact, and number of
follow-up contacts significantly predicted survey response rate such that people were
more likely to participate in surveys when the length of the survey was shorter, were
contacted in a way that was special (e.g., special delivery, telephone call, personal
contact), or received multiple follow-up contact.
At the individual level, research has examined how organizational administration
of surveys affects employee perceptions and response behaviors. Saari and Scherbaum
(2011) examined existing literature on the relationship between the practice of linking
employee opinion surveys to HR data and employee perceptions of privacy/anonymity
and survey response rate. A key aspect of linkage analysis is that opinion surveys
retained identifying information about each survey respondent over time. A review of the

12

existing literature suggested that linked surveys were related to higher concerns for
privacy/anonymity and lower survey response rate (Mertler, 2003; Saari & Scherbaum,
2011; Thompson & Surface, 2007).
Demographic predictors. Other factors that can affect survey response rate
occur at the individual participant level. According to Heberlein and Baumgartner (1978)
population type is related to survey response rate. They found that students, army
personnel, and employees were more likely to respond to surveys than the general
population. Edmondson, Barnes, and Gupte (2008) also studied the relationship between
individual characteristics and survey response rate. Researchers examined existing
research to develop a theoretical model about the influence of race or ethnicity of survey
participants on response behaviors (i.e., non-response or acquiescent behavior). In
general, employees of color had lower survey participation than Caucasian employees.
Researchers proposed that the influence of race or ethnicity depended upon whether or
not employees of color shared a positive or negative perception of the organization with
others of the same ethnicity. When employees did not share a positive organizational
perception with others of the same race/ethnicity, they were more likely not to respond
for fear of identification or retaliation. When employees did not share a negative
organizational perception with others of the same race/ethnicity, they were more likely
not to respond or to conform their responses based on group member responses. That is,
when employees of color did not share the same organizational perception as others of
the same ethnicity, they were less likely to respond to surveys.
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Psychological predictors. Psychological predictors are variables of a
psychological nature that predict outcomes. Saliency of a survey topic is an example of a
psychological predictor that can influence survey response or non-response. Saliency
refers to an individual’s interest in and knowledge of a topic (Heberlein & Baumgartner,
1978). Heberlein and Baumgartner found that saliency explained 50.5% of the variance
in final response rate. Participants were more likely to participate in surveys when they
were interested and knowledgeable about the survey topic.
Summary
In summary, previous research examined the relationships between survey
methodology and individual predictors with survey response rate. However, research has
not examined the relationship between organizational surveys and survey response rate.
Previous research also examined the relationship between employee engagement and a
variety of organizational outcomes (Gallup, 2012; Modern Survey, 2013; Rich et al.,
2010). However, research has not examined the relationship between employee
engagement and survey response rate. Employee engagement involves employees going
above and beyond their normal duties and displaying behaviors and attitudes that exhibit
vigor, dedication, and absorption with their work. One way of measuring employee
engagement is through organizational surveys. Therefore, by voluntarily participating in
organizational surveys, employees provide feedback and voice concerns to the
organization. However, this requires that employees feel and think that their opinions
and feedback matter to the organization. Survey response rate should be considered a
positive index because it symbolizes something good about the organization, such as
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organizational concern for employees and organizational responsiveness based on
employee feedback. Survey response rate could be an indicator of whether or not
employees feel their voice is heard (Budd, Gollan, & Wilkinson, 2010) and can possibly
be a consequence of engagement. Therefore, the purpose of the current study was to
examine the relationship between employee engagement and survey response rate.
Higher employee engagement levels indicate that employees are more connected at work,
more willing to perform extra tasks, and therefore, individuals may be more willing to
voluntarily participate in surveys (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Engagement levels cannot be
known for individuals who do not participate in the survey; therefore, aggregate
engagement scores and group survey response rates can be used as a metric of voluntary
survey response behavior at the aggregate level. Because employee engagement is a
positive predictor and survey response rate is considered a positive index, it is
hypothesized that there will be a positive relationship between the two variables.
Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship between aggregate
employee engagement levels and survey response rates such that the more
engaged groups are, the more likely they are to have higher survey
response rates.
In this study, employee engagement is a psychological predictor and survey
response rate is a behavioral outcome. Previous research suggests that the relationship
between a psychological predictor and a behavioral outcome may be moderated by a
union variable (Bulger, 2001). In the next section, union membership will be discussed
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as a possible moderator of the relationship between employee engagement and survey
response rate.
Union Membership
By definition, unions are organized associations formed to represent and protect
employee interests, including work conditions, wage insecurity, and benefits (Hogler,
Hunt, & Weiler, 2015). Traditional industries with high union membership include
manufacturing, construction, transportation, utilities, and communications, with the
majority of unionization occurring in the Northeast and Midwest (Western & Rosenfeld,
2011).
In the U. S., labor unions first emerged in the late 19th century (Brochu, & Morin,
2012; Budd, Gollan, & Wilkinson, 2010). Since the 1970s, union membership has
declined drastically due to economics, globalization, and job growth in non-traditional
union industries (Budd et al., 2010; Western & Rosenfeld, 2011). In the private sector,
union membership has declined from 34% to 8% for men and 16% to 6% for women
since 1973. One perceived consequence of this decline in union membership is an
increase in wage inequality between unionized and non-unionized workers. According to
Western and Rosenfeld, wage inequality has increased by over 40% in the private sector.
Research With Union Variables as Predictors
The majority of studies conducted regarding unions have used union variables as
predictors for job satisfaction (Gordon, & Denisi, 1995; Odewahn & Petty, 1980). In
particular, research has examined the relationship between union membership and job
satisfaction. Much research has found that union employees had significantly lower
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levels of job satisfaction than non-union employees (Bryson, Cappellari & Lucifora,
2004; Hammer & Avgar, 2005; Heywood, Siebert, & Wei, 2002; Odewahn & Petty,
1980; Renaud, 2002; Schwochau, 1987). Bryson, Cappellari, and Lucifora (2010) argue
that these differences occur as a result of non-random group differences. That is,
individuals who are less satisfied self-select or sort into the union membership group
(Heywood et al., 2002). However, other research has found that union membership did
not affect job satisfaction (Gordon, & Denisi, 1995). One likely reason for the
discrepancy of these findings is that findings depended on how researchers controlled for
working conditions across different samples (Gordon, & Denisi, 1995; Renaud, 2002).
According to Renaud (2002), union employees typically have worse working conditions
than non-union employees, which could explain why unionized workers have lower job
satisfaction than non-union workers. Once working conditions have been controlled for,
research has found no differences on job satisfaction between union and non-union
employees (Renaud, 2002).
Research has also studied the relationship between union variables and other
attitudinal outcomes (Hammer & Avgar, 2005; Odewahn & Petty, 1980). For example,
Odewahn and Petty (1980) examined the relationship between union membership and
attitudinal outcomes (job satisfaction, stress, and personal competence) and found that
union employees had significantly higher anxiety levels and lower levels of personal
competence than non-union employees. Brochu and Morin (2012) studied the
relationship between union membership and perceived job insecurity, finding that union
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employees were significantly more likely than non-union employees to feel insecure
about current and future jobs.
Modern Survey (2013) examined the relationship between union membership and
employee engagement. Modern Survey conducted a national longitudinal study of
employee engagement from 2007 to 2011. This study consisted of a representative
sample of U. S. working adults ages 18 years or older from different regions in the U.S.
Participants were selected to match demographics from U.S. census data. Of that sample,
141 participants were union members and 559 were non-union employees. Participants
were sorted into four categories of engagement levels: fully engaged, moderately
engaged, under engaged, and disengaged. Researchers found union members (33%) were
more likely than non-union members (28%) to be disengaged. Also, non-union members
were more likely than union employees to describe themselves as moderately engaged.
Both union members (37%, 11%) and non-union members (36%, 12%) were almost
equally likely to describe themselves as under-engaged or fully engaged, respectively.
Research With Union Variables as Moderators
A plethora of research has examined union variables as predictors for attitudinal
outcomes. However, relatively little research has examined the extent of union variables
as moderators. Research has examined the moderating effects of psychological union
variables (perceived union tolerance and perceived union support) on the relationship
between sexual harassment and psychological and behavioral outcomes. Mellor and
Golay (2014) examined the moderating effect of two union-related variables (perceived
union tolerance for sexual harassment and perceived union support) on the relationship
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between sexual harassment and mental health, with the goal of identifying conditions
under which the toxicity of harassment is reduced. Perceived union tolerance for sexual
harassment refers to a union member’s belief regarding union tolerance for harassment
based on union policy and policy-practice on sexual harassment. Perceived union
support refers to a union member’s beliefs about union responsiveness to that member.
Participants included in this study were women who had union membership and lived in
Connecticut, Massachusetts, and New York.
Mellor and Golay (2014) found two significant interaction effects for the
relationship between sexual harassment and mental health. First, perceived union
tolerance and perceived union support influenced the relationship between sexual
harassment and mental health. Under conditions of high perceived union tolerance for
sexual harassment and low perceived union support, women who experienced greater
sexual harassment had higher negative mental health. Under conditions of low perceived
union tolerance for sexual harassment and high perceived union support, there was no
significant relationship between sexual harassment and negative mental health.
Consequently, union involvement affected relationships such that union involvement
produced a buffering effect on relationships. In other words, when employees did not
feel supported by their unions (the union tolerated sexual harassment and did not support
members), sexual harassment adversely affected their mental health. However, when
employees felt supported by their unions (the union did not tolerate sexual harassment
and supported members), the negative effect of harassment on mental health was
nullified.
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Bulger (2001) examined two relationships: (a) the relationship between reported
sexual harassment and psychological consequences (perceived distress), and (b) the
relationship between organizational tolerance for sexual harassment and the reporting of
harassment. The moderating effects of union resources and union tolerance for sexual
harassment were also examined. Union resources refer to “the number of resources that a
union has in place for dealing with sexual harassment” (p. 728). Union tolerance for
sexual harassment refers to the degree to which a union is perceived as tolerant of sexual
harassment. Participants included in this study were women who were union members
and lived in the Northeast and Midwest United States.
Bulger (2001) first examined the relationship between reported sexual harassment
and psychological outcomes. The researcher found that union tolerance moderated the
relationship between reported sexual harassment and negative psychological outcomes;
however, results did not support their hypothesis of a buffering effect. Instead, union
tolerance influenced the relationship between organizational tolerance for sexual
harassment and negative psychological outcomes, such that women in organizations with
perceived low union tolerance for sexual harassment experienced more negative
psychological outcomes when they reported high sexual harassment. When women in
unions perceived high union tolerance for sexual harassment, there was no significant
relationship between reporting of sexual harassment and negative psychological
outcomes. These results suggest that unions with low tolerance for sexual harassment
exacerbated the effect of sexual harassment on negative psychological outcomes. The
second relationship that Bulger examined was the relationship between organizational
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tolerance for sexual harassment and reported sexual harassment. The researcher found
that union resources moderated the relationship between organizational tolerance for
sexual harassment and reported sexual harassment. When women were in unions with
fewer resources, the relationship between organizational tolerance for sexual harassment
and reported sexual harassment was strong, such that women were more likely to report
experiencing sexual harassment when organizational tolerance for harassment was high.
However, the relationship was weaker when women were in unions with more resources
for dealing with sexual harassment such that women were less likely to report
experiencing sexual harassment even when organizational tolerance for harassment was
high. These findings suggest that unions that have the resources needed to support
members can neutralize the negative effects of organizations on employees.
Summary
Research in the previous sections examined union variables as moderators of the
relationship between a psychological predictor and psychological and behavioral
outcomes (Bulger, 2001; Mellor & Golay, 2014). Research supports a union variable as a
moderator between a psychological predictor and a behavioral outcome (Bulger, 2001).
In relation to the current study, the findings of Bulger, and Mellor and Golay suggest that
union involvement moderates relationships such that the relationship between a
psychological predictor and a behavioral outcome is weakened when union involvement
is high. This implies that greater union involvement weakens the relationship between
negative events and negative outcomes. Furthermore, it suggests that unions are
protecting employees (buffering the effect of a negative work environment). From this, it
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can also be inferred that union involvement should strengthen the relationship between
positive predictors and positive outcomes. Conversely, the lack of union involvement
should weaken the relationship between positive predictors and positive outcomes.
Therefore, the second purpose of the current study is to examine if union membership
moderates the relationship between a psychological predictor (employee engagement)
and behavioral outcome (survey response rate).
Hypothesis 2: Union membership will moderate the relationship between
aggregate employee engagement levels and survey response rate, such that union
membership will produce a stronger positive relationship between employee
engagement and survey response rate than non-union membership. In other
words, when union members are highly engaged, they will be more likely than
non-union members to participate in the survey. When union members are not
engaged, they will be less likely than non-union members to participate in the
survey.
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Method
Participants
At the individual level, the target population was employees at a utility company,
18 years or older. Data were collected at the organization using company-wide employee
engagement surveys administered in 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011. All employees who
worked part-time or full-time and had been with the company for a minimum of six
months were invited to take the engagement survey. Contracted workers were not invited
to participate in the survey because they were employed by an outside temporary staffing
agency and not by the company.
To protect the confidentiality of participants, demographic data were suppressed
for participants in departments with fewer than 10 participants. Data were also
suppressed for individuals when fewer than 10 participants in a department shared the
same demographic information. Because union membership was considered to be a
demographic variable, union membership information was suppressed within
departments that met the criteria stated above. Consequently, 32,186 (54.81%) of the
58,728 participants were excluded, resulting in a sample size of 26,542.
Participants consisted of 80.8% males and 19.2% females. Approximately 38%
of the respondents were in the age range of 45 to 54; the least frequent age ranges were
less than 25 (1.7%) and more than 65 (.1%). The majority of participants were White
(75.2%), followed by Hispanic/Latino (14.8%), Asian (6.8%), African American (3.2%),
and American Indian/Alaskan Native (.1%). Also, 83.7% of participants were union
members, and 16.7% were non-union members.
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In aggregate, the target population was departments (groups) at the organization.
Criteria for inclusion were: (a) having 10 or more employees who participated in the
survey, and (b) had union membership or non-membership identified. Departments that
met these criteria were treated as one responding unit. In total, there were 180
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responding units with number of participating employees ranging from 31 to 2,683 (M =
261.39, SD = 298.55). Because the survey was administered multiple years, some
departments were represented in the sample more than once. In total, there were 78
unique departments, with 33 departments being represented twice and 12 departments
represented three times. In the present study, statistical analyses were conducted at the
aggregate level with 180 departments (groups).
Measures
Employee engagement. At the individual level, employee engagement was
captured using the Employee Engagement Index, which consisted of 14 survey questions
(see Appendix). Survey questions were benchmarked against top performing companies
in the U.S. (Fortune 200) and were validated at the organization via pilot studies during
survey development in 2008. The Employee Engagement Index was used at the
organization from 2008 to 2011. The response format for the survey questions consisted
of a 5-point Likert scale measuring how strongly individuals agreed or disagreed with
statements (1 – Strongly Agree to 5 – Strongly Disagree). For analysis, scores were
reverse coded so that a high score indicated greater engagement. In aggregate, mean
engagement scores were calculated for each group (department) to determine the average
engagement score for that responding unit. It is important to note that the number of
items varied each year (see Table 2). To determine the internal consistency reliability of
the dimensions, a reliability test was conducted on each dimension for each year (see
Table 3).
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This study adopted the definition of employee engagement proposed by Schaufeli,
Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker (2002). Employee engagement is defined as “a
positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication,
and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74).
The first dimension of employee engagement, vigor, is defined as having high
levels of energy, willingness to exert effort, and having mental resilience and persistence
in one’s work. Vigor was measured using five survey items. An example question theme
in this dimension was “invigorate.” Across all four years, Cronbach’s alphas indicated
that this scale was highly reliable with alphas ranging from .83 to .84.
The second dimension of employee engagement, dedication, is defined as having
strong involvement, enthusiasm, pride, and a sense of significance. Dedication was
measured using six survey items for years 2008, 2009, and 2010, and three items in 2011.
An example question theme in this dimension was “belonging.” Across all four years,
Cronbach’s alphas indicated that this scale was highly reliable with alphas ranging from
.84 to .85.
The third dimension of employee engagement, absorption, is defined as a state of
deep concentration and a state of being deeply engrossed in one’s work (Schaufeli et al.,

26

2002). Absorption was measured using three survey items for years 2008, 2009, and
2010. However in 2011, only one survey item was used. The one question theme that
was used in all years was the “ability to focus.” Across 2008 to 2011, Cronbach’s alphas
indicated that this scale was highly reliable with alphas ranging from .81 to .82.

Survey response rate. At the individual level, survey participation was
measured by whether or not an individual participated in the survey. Survey participation
is defined as an individual’s decision to partake in a survey (Mertler, 2003). In
aggregate, survey response rate was used to calculate the participation for a responding
unit (department). Survey response rate is defined as the number of completed surveys
divided by the number of eligible responding units in a sample (Skalland, 2011;
Wiseman, F., & Billington, 1984). In this study, survey response rate was measured for
each group (department) using the number of complete surveys divided by the number of
eligible participants invited for that particular group. The eligible number of participants
invited did not include participants whose information was suppressed.
Union membership. Union membership is defined as belonging to an
organization that protects employees’ and bargains with the employers on the employees’
behalf. Prior to survey administration, the organization provided the vendor with
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information about every eligible employee, including whether the employee was a union
member. This was used to determine union membership at the participant level. At the
aggregate level, percent of union membership was calculated using group (department)
sum of union members divided by the total number of completed surveys. The total
number of completed surveys did not include participants whose information was
suppressed.
Procedures
On behalf of the organization, a third-party vendor conducted the employee
engagement surveys. Prior to survey administration, the organization provided the
vendor with information about every employee, including whether the employee was a
union member and the group (department) in which the person was employed. Next,
each employee was assigned a unique identifying pin to ensure that survey responses
were linked to a particular employee and employees only took the survey once. The
survey administration period lasted two weeks with surveys being completed at the
location and timing of the participant’s choosing. All participants were invited to take
the survey via email with a link to take the survey online. Online survey submissions
were automatically collected upon either the participant pressing the “submit” button or
completion of at least one survey question by the end of administration period.
In addition to the online survey administration, a subgroup of participants also
received a paper copy of the survey with a unique identifying pin and barcode to link
survey responses to a particular employee. This subgroup was identified as employees
with limited access to Internet connection, consisting mainly of a subset of unionized

28

workers. Paper survey participants were given time at work to complete the survey from
management. The vendor provided paper survey participants with preprinted envelopes
for survey submission. Paper surveys were collected during and after the two-week
administration period, and were counted as valid submissions if they were post marked
by three weeks after the beginning of survey administration. If participants in the paper
submission group also submitted their responses online, only one survey submission was
counted (the most complete). Paper surveys that came back missing the unique
identifying information could not have employee information linked to the survey
responses and were assigned to an “unidentified” group. Once paper surveys were
received, the third party vendor cleaned and coded the data.
After the returned surveys were compiled, the vendor created a database that
mapped survey responses with union membership and group (department) assignment.
Prior to the researcher receiving the data set, the third party vendor removed any
identifying information, such that no specific individual could be linked to his or her
survey response or union membership. With permission of the organization, the third
party vendor provided the data set to the researcher.
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Results
Descriptive Statistics
The unit of analysis was at the group level (N = 180), rather than the individual
level. Analyses were conducted for two different groups. The first group consisted of
groups with 250 or fewer employees (n = 144) and the second group consisted of groups
with greater than 250 employees (n = 36). These groups represented small groups in the
organization that performed work different from the large groups. On one hand, small
groups performed work that was more centralized in nature and work was typically in the
same geographic location. On the other hand, large groups performed work that was
decentralized and work was performed in many different geographic locations. Another
major difference between the two groups was that small groups mostly performed work
in a corporate setting, whereas large groups mostly performed work in a field setting. For
these reasons, separate analyses were conducted for small and large groups.
Small groups descriptive statistics. The first set of analyses examined groups
with 250 or fewer participants (n = 144). Mean engagement dimension scores ranged
from 3.62 to 3.98. The highest scoring dimension was dedication (M = 3.98, SD = .25),
followed by absorption (M = 3.65, SD = .26) and vigor (M = 3.62, SD = .27). On
average, 60% of individuals in groups were union members (M = .60, SD = .47). The
average group survey response rate was neither high nor low (M = .51, SD = .19).

30

Large groups descriptive statistics. The second set of analyses examined
groups with greater than 250 participants (n = 36). Mean engagement dimension scores
ranged from 3.61 to 3.95. The highest scoring dimension was dedication (M = 3.95, SD =
.21), followed by absorption (M = 3.67, SD = .27) and vigor (M = 3.61, SD = .18). One
key difference between the two groups is that on average 87% of participants in the large
groups were union members (M = .87, SD = .27). Large groups also had a higher average
survey response rate (M = .68, SD = .12) than small groups.

Group comparisons. There were some similarities and differences between the
small and large groups. Interestingly, both small groups and large groups had similar
mean scores for vigor, dedication, and absorption. This implies that employee
engagement levels did not differ as a function of group size. However, small groups and
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large groups differed in mean union membership rates and survey response rates. On
average, large groups had higher union membership rates and had higher survey
participation rates than small groups. This means that large groups had more union
members and, in general, had more employees voluntarily participate in the survey
compared to small groups.
Pearson Correlations
Small groups correlations. Pearson correlations were conducted to examine the
relationships between the predictors and the moderating variable with the criterion. For
groups with 250 or fewer participants, vigor, dedication, and absorption were all
significantly and positively related to survey response rate (see Table 6). Groups that had
higher energy (r = .23, p < .01), a stronger sense of pride (r = .22, p < .01), and deeper
engrossment with work (r = .25, p < .01) had higher survey response rates. The
relationships between the three dimensions and survey response rate suggest that high
energy levels, strong pride, and deep engrossment with work among groups were all
related to voluntary participation in surveys. Additionally, there was no significant
relationship between percent of union members in a group and survey response rate (r =
-.16, p > .05). This implies that the amount of union membership in a group was not
related to survey response rate.
Next, it is important to note significant correlations among the predictors. All
three dimensions of employee engagement were significantly and positively correlated
with one another. Groups that had higher energy levels also had a stronger sense of pride
and significance (r = .85, p < .001), and deeper engrossed with work (r = .72, p < .001).
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A stronger sense of pride and significance were also related to higher enjoyment at work
(r = .84, p < .001). The strong correlations between predictors indicate that the three
dimensions of employee engagement measured the same construct (i.e., employee
engagement). The strength of these relationships also suggests that these dimensions
were redundant with one another.
It is also important to note significant correlations between the moderating
variable (union membership) and predictors. Union membership was significantly
related to predictors for groups with 250 or fewer participants. Vigor (r = -.67, p < .001)
and dedication (r = -.56, p < .001) were strongly and negatively related to union
membership, whereas absorption was moderately negatively related to union membership
(r = -.37 p < .001). Groups with a higher percentage of union membership were less
likely to experience engagement at work than groups with a lower percentage of union
membership. The relationship between vigor and union membership suggests that groups
with a higher percentage of union membership were more likely than groups with a lower
percentage of union membership to have a less enthusiasm or energy at work. The
relationship between dedication and union membership implies that groups with a higher
percentage of union membership were less likely than groups with a lower percentage of
union membership to have a strong sense of pride about the organization, or to be
involved in extra organizational activities. Lastly, the relationship between absorption
and union membership implies that groups with a higher percentage of union membership
had greater difficultly focusing and did not enjoy completing tasks while at work than
groups with a lower percentage of union membership.
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Large groups correlations. Pearson correlations were also conducted for groups
with greater than 250 participants. Examining relationships with the criterion, vigor,
dedication, and absorption were all found to be significantly and positively related to
survey response rate (see Table 7). Survey response rates were higher when groups had
higher energy levels (r = .65, p < .001), a stronger sense of personal accomplishment or
pride (r = .56, p < .001), and experienced deeper engrossment with work (r = .57, p <
.001). This suggests that engaged groups were likely to voluntarily participate in surveys.
Examining the relationship between the moderator (union membership) and survey
response rate, there was no significant relationship (r = -.06, p > .05). This implies that
the percent of union membership in a group was not related to survey response rate.
Furthermore, all three dimensions of engagement were also significantly and
positively correlated with one another. Groups that had higher energy levels also had a
stronger sense of pride and significance (r = .74, p < .001). Moreover, groups with
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higher energy levels were also deeply engrossed with work (r = .67, p < .001). Groups
that had a stronger sense of pride and significance also had a deeper state of engrossment
with work (r = .93, p < .001). It is important to note that this relationship was strong,
indicating that these two dimensions were redundant with one another. Lastly, it is
important to note correlations between union membership and predictors. Unlike small
groups, there were no significant correlations between predictors and union membership
for large groups, suggesting that group engagement levels and the percentage of union
membership were not related.

Group comparisons. Comparing small and large groups, the relationships
between the dimensions of engagement and survey response rate were stronger for groups
with greater than 250 participants. This suggests that there were stronger relationships
between energy levels, pride, and work engrossment with survey response rate for large
groups compared to small groups. For both groups, there was no significant relationship
between union membership and survey response rate. Additionally, high energy levels, a
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strong sense of pride, and deep engrossment with work were all related to one another for
both small and large groups. In particular, pride and engrossment with work were
strongly related to one another for large groups. Lastly, one major difference between
small and large groups was that the relationship between union membership and survey
response rate was only significant for small groups. This implies that the relationship
between the percentage of union membership for a group and survey response rate only
existed for groups with 250 or fewer participants.
Standard Multiple Regression Analyses
Hypothesis 1 stated that employee engagement would be positively related to
survey response rate. To test this hypothesis, a standard multiple regression analysis was
conducted to examine the predictive value of the three dimensions of employee
engagement (vigor, dedication, and absorption).
Small groups analysis. For groups with 250 or fewer participants, the three
dimensions of employee engagement were entered as a set and were significantly related
to survey response rate (see Table 8). The three dimensions accounted for 7% of
variance in survey response rate (R = .26, R2 = .07, R2adj = .05, F(3,140) = 3.43, p < .05).
Examining the three dimensions of engagement more closely, none of the dimensions of
employee engagement had a significant unique relationship with survey response rate.
Given that the overall relationship was significant, the predictors had non-significant
betas likely due to multicollinearity. In other words, the predictors were highly
correlated, and therefore redundant, with one another. Furthermore, there was a negative
beta for dedication, suggesting that groups with a stronger sense of pride and significance
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had lower survey response rates. Comparing the negative beta of dedication with its
positive correlation with survey response rate (r = .22) suggests that dedication was a
suppressor variable due to its strong correlation with absorption (r = .84). Thus, the
negative beta of dedication should be considered a statistical artifact rather than an
interpretable and meaningful effect. Thus Hypothesis 1 was supported for small groups,
such that groups with higher energy levels, a stronger sense of pride, and deeper
engrossment were related to higher survey response rates.

Large groups analysis. For groups with more than 250 participants, the three
dimensions of employee engagement were also entered as a set and were significantly
related to survey response rate (see Table 9). Vigor, dedication, and absorption
accounted for 46% of variance in survey response rate (R = .68, R2 = .46, R2adj = .41,
F(3,32) = 9.17, p < .001). This is a much stronger effect than the effect found for small
groups. Only vigor had a significant unique relationship with survey response rate (β =
.54, t = 2.78, p < .01), indicating that groups with higher energy levels and higher
numbers of voluntary behaviors had higher survey response rates. Like small groups, the
beta for dedication was negative, whereas the correlation between dedication and
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absorption were positive, indicating that dedication was a suppression variable. Once
again, Hypothesis 1 was supported for large groups, such that groups with higher
employee engagement level also had higher survey response rates.

Group comparisons. In summary, for both groups, groups with more engaged
employees had higher survey participate rates. The difference in the explained variance
between the two groups (small and large) suggests that group size might moderate the
relationship between employee engagement and survey response rate, such that the
relationship was stronger for large groups. Furthermore, there were no significant
individual predictors for small groups; however, there was a significant relationship
between vigor and survey response rate for large groups. This implies that the
relationships between predictors and survey response rate were stronger for large groups.
Moreover, for both small and large groups, the negative betas for dedication and positive
correlations between dedication and absorption suggest that dedication was a suppressor
variable. In conclusion, for both small and large groups, results supported Hypothesis 1,
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such that groups with higher energy levels, a stronger sense of pride, and deeper
engrossment with work had higher survey response rates.
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses
Hypothesis 2 stated that union membership would moderate the relationship
between employee engagement and survey response rate, such that the relationship
between engagement and survey response rate would be stronger when union
membership was high than when it was low. To test this hypothesis, three separate
hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the predictive value
of union membership, above and beyond the three engagement dimensions.
Small groups analyses. The first set of analyses examined the moderating effect
of union membership for groups with 250 or fewer participants. The first hierarchical
multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the moderating effect of union
membership on the relationship between vigor and survey response rate. Vigor was
entered in Step 1, union membership was entered in Step 2, and the cross product of vigor
and union membership was entered in Step 3 (see Table 10). In Step 1, vigor accounted
for 6% of the variance in survey response rate (R2 = .06, R2adj = .05, F(1,142) = 8.22, p <
.01). Groups that had higher energy levels and resilience had higher survey participation
rates than groups with lower energy levels and resilience. In Step 2, union membership
and vigor accounted for 6% of the variance in survey response rate (R2 = .06, R2adj = .04,
F(2,141) = 4.08, p < .05). However, there was no significant incremental value of union
membership (ΔR2 = .00, ΔF(1,141) = .00, p > .05). Although the overall relationship was
significant, union membership did not add any predictive value to the relationship
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between energy levels and survey response rate. In Step 3, the cross product of union
membership and vigor, union membership, and vigor accounted for 6% of the variance in
survey response rate (R2 = .06, R2adj = .04, F(3,140) = 3.02, p < .05). However there
was no significant incremental value of the cross product of union membership and vigor
on survey response rate (ΔR2 = .00, ΔF(1,140) = .90, p > .05) above and beyond that of
union membership and vigor. This suggests that union membership did not moderate the
relationship between vigor and survey response rate.

A second hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the
moderating effect of union membership on the relationship between dedication and
survey response rate. In this analysis, dedication was entered in Step 1, union
membership was entered in Step 2, and the cross product of dedication and union
membership was entered in Step 3 (see Table 11). In Step 1, dedication accounted for
5% of variance in survey response rate (R2 = .05, R2adj = .04, F(1,142) = 7.02, p < .01).
Groups with a stronger sense of pride and personal significance at work had higher
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survey response rates than groups with a lower sense of pride or significance. In Step 2,
dedication and union membership accounted for 5% of variance in survey response rate
(R2 = .05, R2adj = .04, F(2,141) = 3.66, p < .05). Although the overall relationship was
significant, the percentage of union membership in a group did not add any predictive
value to the relationship between pride and personal accomplishment with survey
participation behavior. Union membership did not have a significant incremental effect,
above and beyond dedication (ΔR2 = .00, ΔF(1,141) = .34, p > .05). In Step 3, the cross
product of union membership and dedication, union membership, and dedication
accounted for 8% of variance in survey response rate (R2 = .08, R2adj = .06, F(3,140) =
3.86, p < .05). The cross product of union membership and dedication also had a
significant incremental effect, above and beyond union membership and dedication (ΔR2
= .03, ΔF(1,140) = 4.09, p < .05). This indicates that union membership moderated the
relationship between dedication and survey response rate.
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Two standard regression analyses were conducted to examine the relationship
between dedication and survey response rate for groups with “low” and “high” union
membership (see Figure 1). Low and high union membership were determined by
calculating the median value for percentage of union membership. Groups that were less
than the median were put in the low union membership group, and groups that were equal
to or above the median were put in the high union membership group. The relationship
between dedication and survey response rate was significantly and positively stronger
when union membership was low (R2 = .10, R2adj = .09, F(1,69) = 7.86, p < .01) than
when union membership was high (R2 = .00, R2adj = -.01, F(1,71) = .01, p > .05). This
partially supports Hypothesis 2, however, high union membership did not increase the
strength of the relationship between dedication and survey response rate as predicted.
Rather, union membership moderated the relationship between dedication and survey
response rate such that it nullified the relationship. When union membership was low,
there was a strong positive relationship between dedication and survey response rate. In
other words, when the percent of union membership was low, highly dedicated groups
had higher survey response rates. However, when percent of union membership was
high, there was no relationship between dedication and survey response rate. That is, a
high percentage of union membership did not influence the relationship between having a
sense of pride or personal accomplishment and survey response rate.
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Figure 1. Interaction effects of dedication on survey response rate for groups less than or
equal to 250 (n = 144).
Lastly, a third hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine
the moderating effect of union membership on the relationship between absorption and
survey response rate. Absorption was entered in Step 1, union membership was entered
in Step 2, and the cross product of union membership and absorption was entered in Step
3 (see Table 12). In Step 1, absorption accounted for 6% of variance in survey response
rate (R2 = .06, R2adj = .05, F(1,142) = 9.08, p < .01). Groups that had deeper
engrossment with work were more likely to have higher survey response rates than
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groups that were not engrossed. In Step 2, absorption and union membership accounted
for 7% of variance in survey response rate (R2 = .07, R2adj = .05, F(2,141) = 4.97, p <
.01). Union membership (ΔR2 = .01, ΔF(1,141) = .87, p > .05) did not have a significant
incremental effect on survey response rate, above and beyond absorption. Percentage of
union membership in a group did not add any predictive value to the relationship between
deep engrossment with work and survey response rate. In Step 3, the cross product of
union membership and absorption, union membership, and absorption accounted for 9%
of variance in survey response rate (R2 = .09, R2adj = .07, F(3,140) = 4.65, p < .01).
However, the cross product of union membership and absorption (ΔR2 = .02, ΔF(1,140) =
3.82, p > .05) did not have an incremental effect on survey response rate, above and
beyond union membership and absorption. This indicates that percentage of union
membership in a group did not moderate the relationship between deep engrossment with
work and survey response rate.
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Large groups analyses. The second set of analyses examined the moderating
effect of union membership for groups that had more than 250 participants. The first
hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the moderating effect
of union membership on the relationship between vigor and survey response rate. Vigor
was entered in Step 1, union membership was entered in Step 2, and the cross product of
vigor and union membership was entered in Step 3 (see Table 13). In Step 1, vigor
accounted for 43% of the variance in survey response rate (R2 = .43, R2adj = .41, F(1,34)
= 25.17, p < .001). For large groups, there was a much stronger relationship between
high energy levels and resilience and survey response rate than small groups. In Step 2,
union membership and vigor accounted for 44% of the variance in survey response rate
(R2 = .44, R2adj = .41, F(2,33) = 12.99, p < .001). However, there was no significant
incremental value of union membership (ΔR2 = .01, ΔF(1,33) = .89, p > .05), above and
beyond that of vigor. Percentage of union membership did not add any predictive value
to the relationship between high energy levels and survey response rate. In Step 3, the
cross product of union membership and vigor, union membership, and vigor accounted
for 44% of the variance in survey response rate (R2 = .44, R2adj = .39, F(3,32) = 8.42, p <
.001). However there was no significant incremental value of the cross product of union
membership and vigor on survey response rate (ΔR2 = .00, ΔF(1,32) = .04, p > .05) above
and beyond that of union membership and vigor. This suggests that the relationship
between energy levels and survey response rate did not differ due to percentage of union
membership.
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Next, a second hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to
examine the moderating effect of union membership on the relationship between
dedication and survey response rate. Dedication was entered in Step 1, union
membership was entered in Step 2, and the cross product of union membership and
dedication was entered in Step 3 (see Table 14). In Step 1, dedication accounted for 32%
of variance in survey response rate (R2 = .32, R2adj = .30, F(1,34) = 15.85, p < .001).
Groups with a stronger sense of pride and personal significance at work had higher
survey response rates than groups with a weaker sense of pride and significance. In Step
2, dedication and union membership accounted for 36% of variance in survey response
rate (R2 = .36, R2adj = .32, F(2,33) = 9.13, p = .001). Union membership did not have a
significant incremental effect, above and beyond dedication (ΔR2 = .04, ΔF(1,33) = 1.96,
p > .05). Percentage of union membership in a group did not add any predictive value to
the relationship between a strong sense of pride and personal significance and survey
response rate. In Step 3, the cross product of union membership and dedication, union
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membership, and dedication accounted for 37% of variance in survey response rate (R2 =
.37, R2adj = .32, F(3,32) = 6.36, p < .01). The cross product of union membership and
dedication did not have a significant incremental effect, above and beyond union
membership and dedication (ΔR2 = .01, ΔF(1,32) = .89, p < .05). In summary,
dedication, union membership, and the cross product of union membership and
dedication explained approximately two-fifths of variance in survey response rate.
However, there was no significant moderating effect of the percentage of union
membership in a group.

Lastly, a third hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine
the moderating effect of union membership on the relationship between absorption and
survey response rate. Absorption was entered in Step 1, union membership was entered
in Step 2, and the cross product of union membership and absorption was entered in Step
3 (see Table 15). In Step 1, absorption accounted for 32% of variance in survey response
rate (R2 = .32, R2adj = .30, F(1,34) = 16.20, p < .001). In Step 2, absorption and union
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membership accounted for 39% of variance in survey response rate (R2 = .39, R2adj =
.35, F(2,33) = 10.50, p < .001). Union membership (ΔR2 = .07, ΔF(1,33) = 3.58, p > .05)
did not have a significant incremental effect on survey response rate, above and beyond
absorption. In Step 3, the cross product of union membership and absorption, union
membership, and absorption accounted for 41% of variance in survey response rate (R2 =
.41, R2adj = .36, F(3,32) = 7.54, p = .001). However, the cross product of union
membership and absorption (ΔR2 = .02, ΔF(1,32) = 1.37, p > .05) did not have an
incremental effect on survey response rate, above and beyond union membership and
absorption. This indicates that the relationship between absorption and survey response
rate did not differ as a function of the percentage of union membership in a group.

Group comparisons. For both small and large groups, there were significant
relationships between the three engagement dimensions and survey response rate.
Additionally, union membership had no incremental effect on the relationship between
employee engagement and survey response rate. This could be due to multicollinearity of
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variables. Lastly, with one exception, percentage of union membership did not moderate
the relationship between engagement and survey response rate for both groups. Only
small groups had a significant interaction effect between dedication and union
membership. Groups that had a lower percentage of union membership had a stronger
sense of pride and significance and higher survey response rates than groups with a high
percentage of union membership. The more dedicated groups were, the more likely they
were to participate in survey when the percentage of union members was low.
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Discussion
Employee engagement is a topic of particular interest to organizations and
researchers. Research has demonstrated employee engagement to be related to many
organizational outcomes, such as productivity, low turnover, and organizational
citizenship behaviors (Gallup, 2012; Cowart et al., 2013; Rich et al., 2010). Furthermore,
organizations are interested in having high employee participation in organizational
surveys. With regard to employee engagement, survey participation represents a
behavior that employees can voluntarily choose to engage in. However, the relationship
between employee engagement and survey participation behavior has not been examined,
nor have factors that influence the strength of this relationship. In unionized industries,
there is also much interest in how union membership affects the relationship between
employee engagement and survey participation behavior. Hence, the purpose of the
present study was to examine the relationship between employee engagement and survey
response rate, and how that relationship varied as a function of union membership.
Summary of Results
Analyses were conducted at the aggregate level, looking at two different group
sizes to examine group differences. The first grouping, small groups, consisted of groups
with 250 or fewer employees. The second grouping, large groups, consisted of groups
with greater than 250 employees. Smaller groups represented groups in the organization
that performed centralized work, whereas large groups represented groups in the
organization that performed decentralized work. Another major distinction between
groups was that smaller groups tended to perform work in a corporate setting, and larger
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groups tended to perform work in a field setting. In general, both small and large groups
had high mean levels for each dimension of engagement; energy levels, a sense of pride
and significance, and for engrossment with work. However, larger groups had a greater
number of employees participate in the survey and a greater number of unionized
employees than smaller groups.
Relationships between variables. For both small and large groups, the
relationship between energy levels, pride, and engrossment with work were all positively
related to survey response rate. However, the relationships were stronger for larger
groups than smaller groups. Also, union membership was not related to survey response
rate for either group, implying that the percentage of union membership in a group was
not associated with survey response rate. For both small and large groups, the
dimensions of engagement were highly correlated with one another, suggesting that the
all three dimensions measured the same construct and were possibly redundant with each
other. For small groups, the strongest relationships were between high energy levels and
a strong sense of pride or significance, and a strong sense of pride or significance and
engrossment with work. For large groups, the strongest relationship was between a
strong sense of pride or significance and deep engrossment with work. One major
difference between groups was that the relationship between union membership and
predictors was only significant for small groups. This suggests that in groups with 250 or
fewer participants, vigor, dedication, and absorption were related to survey response rate.
The relationship between employee engagement and survey response rate.
Two regression analyses were conducted to examine the relationship between employee

51

engagement and survey response rate at group level. For both small and large groups,
employee engagement predicted survey response rates. Groups that had higher energy
levels and more resilient, had a stronger sense of pride and personal accomplishment, and
deeper engrossment with work were more likely to have higher survey response rates
than less engaged groups. However, this relationship was much stronger for larger
groups than smaller groups. Engaged groups were more likely to have higher response
rates for organizational surveys in large groups compared to small groups possibly due to
the survey administration method. All employees were invited to participate in the
survey online via email. However, a subgroup of individuals who were union members
was also invited to take the survey via paper. Larger groups had a larger percentage of
unionized employees who had two chances to take the survey, compared to non-union
employees who were only invited to take the survey online.
It is important to note that, among the engagement dimensions, only vigor was
uniquely related to survey response rate for large groups. Given that all of the
engagement dimensions were individually related to survey response rate, the lack of
significant unique relationships for dedication and absorption was probably due to
multicollinearity between these predictors. This means that energy at work, pride, and
engrossment with work were all highly related, and therefore redundant, with one
another. This overlap between engagement dimensions explains why the unique
relationship between dedication and survey response rate, albeit not significant, was
found to be negative for both small and large groups even though its individual
relationship was positive.
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The moderating effect of union membership on the relationship between
employee engagement and survey response rate. For large groups, the percentage of
union membership in a group did not influence the relationship between energy at work,
pride, and engrossment with work and survey response rate. This suggests that the
relationship between employee engagement and survey response rate did not depend on
union membership. Regardless of the percentage of union membership, engaged groups
were more likely to participate in the survey than less engaged employees. Given that the
size of the sample for large groups was small, it is not a surprise that no significant
moderating effect was found.
For small groups, union membership only influenced the relationship between
dedication (having a sense of pride and personal accomplishment at work) and survey
response rate. The relationship between dedication and survey response rate was
influenced by percentage of union membership, such that a high percentage of union
membership nullified the relationship between the variables. When percentage of union
membership was low, groups with a stronger sense of pride were more likely to
participate in the survey than less engaged groups. When percentage of union
membership was high, engaged groups with a sense of pride and disengaged groups
without a sense of pride were equally likely to participate in the survey. However, no
moderating effect was found for the relationship between energy and survey response
rate, or for the relationship between engrossment with work and survey response rate.
Implications
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Theoretical implications. The results of the present study confirm previous
research regarding the relationship between engagement and voluntary behaviors in the
workplace (Rich et al., 2010). The present study shows such a relationship at group
level. Like previous research, engaged groups were more likely than disengaged groups
to engage in the voluntary behavior being measured (survey response rate). In addition,
the results of this study partially align with previous research on the influence of a union
variable on the relationship between psychological predictors and behavioral outcomes
(Bulger, 2001; Mellor & Golay, 2014). Previous research found that union variables
weakened the relationship between a negative psychological predictor and negative
behavioral outcome. In examining the relationship between a positive predictor
(engagement) and a positive outcome (survey response rate), one significant moderating
effect was found on the relationship between dedication and survey participation for
small groups. Moreover, results conflict with the hypothesis that union variable would
strengthen the relationship between a positive predictor and a positive outcome
(Hypothesis 2), suggesting that percentage of union membership in a group can weaken
the positive relationship between employee engagement and survey participation for
organizations.
One critical theoretical implication of this study is that group size influenced the
relationship between employee engagement and survey response rate, such that the
relationship was stronger for larger groups. This finding is contrary to previous research,
which suggested that group size did not influence survey response rate (Baruch &
Holtom, 2008). This suggests that the size of a work group may play a critical role in the
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relationship between engagement and positive work outcomes, and to a lesser degree the
moderating effect of union membership.
Practical implications. One important question that organizations should be
asking is what the engagement levels of employees who do not participate in employee
engagement surveys are. The results of this study indicate that there is a positive
relationship between group engagement and survey response rate, suggesting that one
reason for a lack of survey participation might be disengagement from work. Groups that
are energized by their work, are more willing to engage in more extra-role behaviors, feel
a sense of pride, and enjoy their work are more likely to have higher survey response
rates than disengaged groups. However, the strength of this relationship is weaker for
smaller groups than larger groups, suggesting that smaller groups should possibly put
interventions (action plans) into place to increase engagement levels for group members.
From a group perspective, survey participation indicated the engagement level of
employees for that particular group. Lower group survey participation was linked to
lower energy levels, a lower sense of pride or personal accomplishment at work, and a
lower sense of engrossment with work. Research has demonstrated that employees who
are disengaged are more likely to engage in unwanted behaviors, such as theft,
absenteeism, and attrition (Cowart, Crowell, & Kaye, 2013; Gallup, 2012; Modern
Survey, 2013). Additionally, having disengaged employees can erode the beneficial
actions and attitudes of engaged employees (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). From a
group and organizational perspective, lower survey participation may be indicative of
lower engagement levels. In other words, it might be another diagnostic tool (along with
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employee engagement scores) for identifying groups where cultural and organizational
changes need to occur.
Contributions of the Current Study
The present study was the first study to examine the relationship between
employee engagement and survey response rate at the group level. This study introduces
voluntary employee survey participation (survey response rate) as a possible index of
group employee engagement levels. This is particularly interesting given that
engagement levels cannot be known for survey non-participants. In a way, survey nonparticipation could indicate intentional sabotage behaviors that employees engage in
when they are disengaged, or employees who are in a state of disengagement.
Moreover, the present study was the first study to examine factors that may
influence the relationship between employee engagement and survey response rate. In
unionized industries, the influence of union membership on employee engagement and
survey participation is a particular topic of interest for organizations. In the present
study, percentage of union membership for a group only influenced the relationship
between having a strong sense of pride and personal accomplishment and survey
response rate in small groups.
Limitations and Future Research
One major limitation of the present study was that predictors were highly
correlated with one another. This is a concern because it likely limited the unique
contributions of predictors in the relationship between employee engagement and survey
response rate. Moreover, the strong relationships between dimensions of engagement
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indicate redundancy. Given the high correlations between variables, further research is
needed to examine how union membership influences the relationship between the
dimensions of engagement and survey participation behavior.
A second limitation of the current study was that the study was conducted at a
single organization in the utility industry. This may limit the generalizability of the
results to other organizations or other industries. In particular the moderating variable
(union membership) is only generalizable to other unionized industries, such as
construction, manufacturing and transportation. Additionally, the generalizability of
group findings will depend on whether or not the nature of the work is centralized or
decentralized geographically speaking, and whether or not the nature of the work
performed is similar to the described groups. Therefore, future research is needed to
replicate the findings of (a) the relationship between employee engagement and survey
response rate in other organizations and industries and (b) the moderating effect of union
membership at different organizations in unionized industries.
A third limitation is the sample size used for large groups. The small size may
have limited the strength and significance of relationships found. Large groups also had
a higher amount of unionized employees than small groups. Further research is needed to
examine how this influenced the moderation effect of union membership on the
relationship between employee engagement and survey response rate with a larger
sample size for large groups. Given that some of the groups were measured more than
once, the assumption of the independent of observation was violated. Thus, the results
should be interpreted with caution.
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Lastly, one particularly interesting finding was the non-significant negative
unique relationship between dedication and survey response rate. Unlike the other
dimensions of engagement, the negative relationship indicates that groups that had a
sense of pride and accomplishment were less likely to participate in the survey.
However, dedication was also highly correlated with absorption, indicating that it was a
suppressor variable. Future research is needed to examine the nature of this relationship
and why it occurred.
Conclusion
Given the many benefits of having an engaged workforce, employee engagement
is an important topic of interest for organizations. Engaged employees have been found
to relate to a variety of organizational outcomes, including a willingness to perform extrarole tasks. One way of measuring employee engagement is through organizational
surveys. To ensure the validity of results, organizational surveys need a representative
sample of the organization participate. Thus, research has examined the relationship
between survey methodology and survey response rate. Survey response rate represents
the aggregate of voluntary employee participation in surveys and may be an outcome of
employee engagement. However, previous research has not examined the relationship
between employee engagement and voluntary survey participation behavior. Moreover,
research has not examined how this relationship may vary as a function of union
membership. Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to address this gap in the
literature and provide insight at the group level. Results revealed that there was a
positive relationship between the variables, with larger groups having stronger
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relationships. This suggests that survey response rate is an indicator of group
engagement levels. Survey response rate can be used as a diagnostic tool to examine
engagement levels, and to a certain extent reveal disengagement at the group level.
Furthermore,, the relationship between pride and survey response rate was influenced by
percentage of union membership in a group. However, this only occurred for small
groups with 250 or fewer participants. Additional research is needed to validate the
findings of the current study and further understand the moderating effect of union
membership.
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Appendix
Survey Question Themes
Vigor
1. Invigorate
2. Timeliness in completing tasks
3. Adapting to new methods of working
4. Adapting to new roles and responsibilities
5. Self-Development
Dedication
6. Contribution to company success
7. Belonging
8. Personal Achievement
9. Dedication *
10. Pride *
11. Volunteering *
Absorption
12. Ability to focus
13. Satisfaction with job *
14. Satisfaction with company *

* Indicates that survey questions were not included in 2011 administration year

